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Captain Kirk T. Lew s

Commandi ng O ficer, NAS Cecil Field
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Cecil Field, Florida 32215-0108

SUBJ: CECIL FIELD QU1
Dear Captain Lew s:

The Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) has received and reviewed the final Record of Decision (ROD) for
Qperable Unit 1, also known as landfills 1 and 2. EPA concurs with the Navy's decision as set forth in the
ROD dat ed Septenber 26, 1995. This concurrence is with the understandi ng that the proposed action is
intended to reduce risk to human health and the environnent, and shoul d additional work be required to
achieve this risk reduction, the Navy is liable for this action if any is required.

It is EPA's understanding that the State has agreed orally to waive the rel evant ARAR that woul d not
ot herwi se be satisfied by the selected remedy. EPA agrees that a waiver of this ARARis nore protective of
the environnent than a remedy that woul d satisfy the ARAR

EPA appreciates the opportunity to work with the Navy on these sites and other sites at Cecil Field. Should
you have any questions, or if EPA can be of any assistance, please contact M. Bart Reedy, of ny staff, at
the letterhead address or at (404)-347-3555 vnx 2049.

Si ncerely,

[ Si gned]

Patrick M Tobin Deputy
Regi onal Admi ni strat or
cc: Janes Crane, FDEP
Eric Nuzie, FDEP

M chael Deliz, FDEP
Steve WIlson, SDIV
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1.0 DECLARATI ON FOR THE RECORD COF DECI SI ON

1.1 SITE NAME AND LOCATION. Operable Unit (QUJ) 1 is located a Naval Air Station (NAS) Cecil Field in
Jacksonville, Florida. QU 1 consists of Site 1, the Ad Landfill, and Site 2, the Recent Landfill. These
sites are grouped as QU 1 because of their close proximty to each other and sinmlarity of wastes and

di sposal practices.

1.2 STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPCSE. This Record of Decision (ROD) presents the selected renedial action for
QU 1, Sites 1 and 2, that was chosen in accordance w th the Conprehensive Environnental Response,
Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund Anendnents and Reaut horization Act of
1986, and the National Q1| and Hazardous Substances Pol | ution Contingency Plan, (NCP, 40 Code of Federa
Regul ation [CFR] 300). This decision is based on the adninistrative record for QU 1

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the State of Florida concur with the sel ected remedy.
Attachnment A presents the Responsiveness Sunmary.

1.3 ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE. The baseline R sk Assessment (RA) conpleted for QU 1 did not identify
unaccept abl e human health risk for any nedia sanpled. Wile public health and wel fare are not affected by
hazar dous substances at QU 1, physical conditions at the QU (the presence of rusting surface debris) pose a
health and safety risk. The RA identified suppression of the benthic macroinvertebrate community and
toxicity of sediments to ecological receptors in the Site 2 tributary and Rowel | Creek, immediately
downgr adi ent of the confluence of the Site 2 tributary and Powel | Creek. These effects may be the result

ei ther of inorganics detected in surface water and sedinent sanples fromthe tributary or the presence of an
orange-red flocculent material (the source of which is assuned to be a spring at Site 2) in the tributary.
The observed effects in Rowell Creek are quickly recovered downstream of the confluence with the Site 2
tributary and are not observed downstream of QU 1.

1.4 DESCRI PTION O THE SELECTED REMEDY. Upon conpleting field investigations and the renedial investigation
and feasibility study (RI/FS), renedial alternatives were developed for closing the landfills to conply with
ARARs representing the source-control alternatives. Aternatives were also developed to reduce or elininate
environnental effects associated with physical and chemi cal conditions in the Site 2 tributary that nay
affect Rowell Creek, representing risk-reduction alternatives. Two alternatives have been selected for QU 1:
a source-control alternative and a risk-reduction alternative

1.4.1 Source Control. The selected source-control alternative for the landfills is site closure; it
i ncl udes:

a landfill gas survey,
an unexpl oded ordnance survey,

a radiol ogi cal survey
renmoval of surface debris (enpty rusted druns and concrete),

groundwat er nonitoring

devel opi ng and i npl ementing a postclosure care plan (e.g., for naintenance and
nonitoring activities),

institutional controls (e.g., deed restrictions), and

5-year site reviews.

It is estimated that this alternative woul d cost $261,500 and woul d be inplenmented on an annual basis for 5
years. The purpose of this alternative is to close the landfill in accordance with State and Federal |aw,
pi ck up existing surface debris, and nonitor groundwater.

1.4.2 R sk Reduction. The selected alternative for risk reduction is biononitoring, which includes:

chem cal anal ysis of surface water and sedi nent,

identifying bacteria in the drainage structure and the Site 2 tributary,
sanpl i ng of benthic macroinvertebrates, and

toxicity testing of sediments.



These nonitoring activities would occur on Site 2 (i.e., the spring and the drainage structure), in the Site
2 tributary, and in Rowell Creek. The purpose of this alternative is to:

identify the source of the observed inpacts on the Site 2 tributary:

identify the bacteria present in the Site 2 tributary;

assess whet her chem cal, physical, and biol ogical conditions inprove in Site 2 tributary
over the biononitoring period; and

determ ne whether the Site 2 tributary is affecting Rowell Creek.

It is estimated that this alternative woul d cost $266,400 to inplement if initiated within one year of the
signing of this ROD, and be conpleted before the first 5-year site review, Attachnent B presents an outline
of the biononitoring program

1.5 STATUTORY DETERM NATIONS. By inplenenting the source-control and risk-reduction alternatives outlined in
this ROD, human health and the environment will be protected. The risk assessnent conpleted for this QU did
not identify any current or future risks to human heal th based on USEPA and Fl ori da Departnent of

Envi ronnental Protection (FDEP) guidelines. A potential risk to ecological receptors was identified for
surface water and sedinent: however, the current system of wetlands, drainage structure, and Site 2 tributary
may be serving as an effective renedial systemand protecting the ecol ogi cal systemof Rowell Creek.

The selected alternative for source control is protective of human health and the environnent, conplies with
Federal and State requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedi al
action, and is cost effective.

The selected alternative for risk reduction is protective of human health and woul d protect the environnent
of Rowell Creek. The suppression of the benthic nacroinvertebrate conmmunity observed in the Site 2 tributary
and a portion of Rowell Creek (imediately downstreamof the Site 2 tributary-Rowell Creek confluence) woul d
conti nue because the existing systemof wetlands, drainage structure, and tributary nay be the nost effective
neans of addressing these adverse effects. Additionally, the selected alternative does not result in habitat
loss or wetland destruction, and is believed to protect the |larger and nore ecol ogically significant system
of Rowell Creek.

Because the sel ected renedy does not inpose a treatnent conponent, Florida Surface Water Quality Standards, a
chem cal -specific applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenent (ARAR) for surface water, would not be
net for iron, lead, and nickel. An ARAR waiver is justified under CERCLA 121(d)(4)(B) because conpliance
with this requirement would result in greater risk to the environment. Al other chenical-, |ocation-, and
action-specific ARARs woul d be attained by the selected remedy for risk reduction.

Treatnment alternatives were not considered for source control or risk reducti on because no human or

ecol ogical risks were identified at the site due to exposure to the landfill and because the current system
of wetlands drainage structure, and Site 2 tributary may be serving as an effective renedial system and
protecting the ecol ogi cal system of Rowell O eek.

Because these renedies will result in hazardous substances renaining onsite, a review will be conducted
within 5 years after commencenent of remedial action to eval uate whether the renedies continue to provide
adequat e protection of human health and the environment.

1.6 S| GNATURE AND SUPPORT AGENCY ACCEPTANCE COF THE REMEDY.
[ Si gned] 9/ 25/ 95
Stephen M W/ son, P.E. Dat e

NAS Cecil Field Base Realignnent and d osure
Envi ronnent al Coor di nat or



2.0 DECI SI ON SUMVARY

2.1 SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRI PTION. NAS Cecil Field is located 14 niles southwest of Jacksonville,
Florida. The majority of Cecil Field is located within Duval County. The southern boundary of the facility
extends into the northern portion of Cay County.

NAS Cecil Field was established in 1941 and provides facilities, services, and material support for the
operation and nmi ntenance of naval weapons, aircraft, and other units of the operating forces as designated
by the Chief of Naval Qperations. Sone of the tasks required to acconplish this mssion over past years

i ncl uded operation of fuel storage facilities, performance of aircraft naintenance, maintenance and operation
of engine repair facilities and test cells for turbo-jet engines, and support of special weapons systens.

QU 1 consists of Site 1, the Ad Landfill, and Site 2, the Recent Landfill. Figure 2-1 is a generalized map
of NAS Cecil Field that shows the location of QU 1 in the southwestern portion of the facility. The nearest
human popul ati on (base housing) is |ocated approximately 6,000 feet to the northeast. A sketch of QU1
showing the relative locations of Sites 1 and 2, surface water drai nage between the two sites (the spring,
the drainage structure, and the Site 2 tributary), and Rowell Creek is provided on Figure 2-2.

The vicinity of QU1 is heavily vegetated. The najority of the 16 acres that conprise QU 1 are a wetl and
system consi sting of palustrine scrub and shrub broad-|eaved deci duous, palustrine forested broad-| eaved
deci duous, and pal ustrine energent persistent (marshy) environnents. Areas of QU 1 not mapped as wetl ands
(western edge of Site 1 and the central and western portion of Site 2) are either planted pine forest or
grassy areas covered with scattered pines.

The hi ghest elevations at QU 1 are |located on the western side of Site 2, which is at approxi mately 70 feet
above nean sea level (msl). The land slopes gently eastward to Rowell Creek at an el evation of approxinately
50 feet above nsl. Surface water drainage at QU 1 is generally to the east, via ditches and a snal |
tributary, with all runoff eventually entering Rowell Creek. Goundwater flow in the upper surficial aquifer
(imedi ately underlying the the landfills) is to the east and di scharges into Rowell Creek.

Three surface features at QU 1 are of interest. These are: 1) a bermwhich is breached in two places marking
the eastern boundary of Site 1 (2) mscellaneous rusty debris throughout much of QU 1 but nore frequently
found on Site 1 along with concrete debris located in the southwest corner of Site 1, and (3) a spring and
associ ated drai nage | ocated at the eastern boundary of Site 2. The earthen berm (4 to 6 feet high and 3 to 6
feet wide) causes water to pond behind some portions of the berm

Figure 2-3 shows the spring, drainage structure, and Site 2 tributary. Drainage consists of an upper wetland
(location of the spring), a water-filled ditch at the site (the drainage structure), a tributary to Rowell
Creek (Site 2 tributary), and a |lower wetland (into which the tributary drains prior to entering Rowell
Creek) .

<I MG SCR 0496275C>
<I M5 SRC 0496275D>
<I M5 SRC 0496275E>

2.2 SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIMI TIES. The landfill and land at QU 1 are owned and operated by the
Navy. Qher potentially responsible parties (PRPs) have not been sought in connection with renedial response
activities at QU 1, and there are currently no plans to identify other PRPs. No enforcenent activities,
renoval actions, or remedial actions have occurred at QU 1.

NAS Cecil Field was placed on the National Priorities List (NPL) in 1989. A Federal Facilities Agreenent was
signed by the USEPA, FDEP (fornerly Departnent of Environmental Regulation), and the Navy for NAS Cecil Field
in 1990, and Sites 1 and 2 were designated as QU 1.

Site 1, the Ad Landfill, operated as a trench-and-fill landfill fromthe m d-1950s until 1965, during which
tinme it served as the only landfill for the facility. Trenches were excavated in a north-south direction to
a depth at or below the water table. After a trench was filled, it was covered with the excavated soil.



Detail ed records of wastes placed in the landfill were not maintained. The najority of material placed in
the landfill is believed to be solid waste fromfacility operations and the billeting of troops. Wstes were
routinely burned at Site 1 according to historical reports. Site 1 was not |lined and has a native soil

cover.

Site 2, the Recent Landfill, operated as a trench-and-fill landfill from 1965, until 1975. Since 1975, waste
renmoval services for NAS Cecil Field have been subcontracted w th of fbase disposal facilities. Trenches at
Site 2 were placed in an east-west direction to a depth at or below the water table. Waste types at Site 2
are believed to be simlar to those landfilled at Site 1. The spring on Site 2 is believed to have been
caused by landfilling activities (Figure 2-3). The drainage structure was probably excavated to drain the
area of the spring. Site 2 was not lined and has a native soil cover.

Investigation of the QU 1 landfills was initiated in 1984 by the Navy at the request of the State of Florida
t hrough Geraghty and MIler. One nonitoring well was installed at the south end of Site 1. Mtals in
unfiltered groundwater sanples were identified as a potential concern, and a 1-year nonitoring program was
conpl et ed.

An Initial Assessment Study (1 AS) was conpleted in 1985 by Envirodyne Engineers, Inc., as part of the Naval
Assessnent and Control of Installation Investigation) recommended that the landfills at QU 1 be further
characteri zed.

A Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Facility Investigation (RFlI) was conpleted in 1988 by Harding
Lawson and Associates. Mnitoring well installation and the anal ysis of groundwater, surface water, and
sedinent were conpleted. Metals in unfiltered groundwater sanples were identified as potential concern.

Addi tional characterization was recomrended.

A Renedi al Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) workplan was finalized in 1991 by ABB Environnent al
Services, Inc. (ABB-ES). The scope of the investigation was expanded in 1992 and the final field effort was
initiated in the fall of 1993. The RI/FS report was finalized in Decenber 1994 by ABB-ES. Tie Proposed Pl an
for QU1 was finalized in April of 1995, and a 45-day public comrent period was conpleted in June 1995.

2.3 H GHLI GHTS OF COMWMUNI TY PARTI CI PATION. The final Feasibility Study (FS) report, was conpl eted and

rel eased to the public in Decenber 1994. The Proposed Pl an, which sumarizes the alternatives presented in
the FS and presents a preferred renedial alternative, was conpleted in April 1995. Public notices of the
availability of the FS and the Proposed Plan were placed in the Metro section of the Florida Tines Union on
April 30, 1995, and in the Wstside Edition on April 22, 26, and 29, 1995.

The Proposed Plan was then presented to the NAS Cecil Field Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) (conposed of 17
community menbers as well as 10 repreentatives fromthe Navy and State and Federal regul atory agenci es) on
April 13, 1995. A 45-day comment period soliciting public comrent on the Proposed Plan was held from April
28 through June 15, 1995. A conbined public neeting and availability session was held during the coment
period (May 2, 1995) to present information on the proposed renedial alternatives and to solicit coments
fromthe comunity. During the nmeeting, the RAB Community Co-Chair announced the support of the RAB for the
Navy's preferred renedial alternatives.

As a result, no comments on the Proposed Plan were submitted at either the public meeting or during the
public comrent period. The FS and the Proposed Plan are still available to the public at the Infornation
Repository, located at the Charles D. Wbb Wsconnett Branch of the Jacksonville Public Library, |ocated at
6887 103rd Street, Jacksonville, Florida.

2.4 SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT. The purpose of renedial action at QU1 is to close the landfills to
comply with ARARs (source control) and to reduce the risk of possible adverse effects to ecol ogical receptors
posed by physical and chenmical conditions in the Site 2 tributary to Rowell Creek (risk reduction). To neet
these goals, four renedial action objectives (RAGs) were identified. These objectives were based on an

eval uation of site conditions, risks, and | egal requirenments (ARARs).



ne RAO was identified for source control:

I conplete closure of the landfills in accordance with State and Federal ARARs for |andfill
cl osure.

Three RAGCs were identified for risk reduction

renmove and prevent transport and accunul ation of the orange-red flocculent material fromthe
Site 2 tributary if biononitoring shows the naterials to be harnful to the benthic
nacroi nvertebre comunity of Rowell O eek;

reduce unaccept abl e exposure of ecol ogical receptors to nmetals (cyani de, nickel, cadm um
nmercury, selenium silver, and vanadiun) in sedinents; and

reduce unacceptabl e aquatic receptor responses to iron, lead, and alumnumin the Site 2
tributary surface water.

2.5 SITE CHARACTERI STICS. The characteristics of QU 1 (contam nant sources, contani nant detections,
contami nated nedia, and contaminant fate and transport) are fully discussed in the R report for QU 1. The
foll owi ng paragraphs briefly highlight the findings of the RI, which is part of the adninistrative record.

Cont ami nant Sources. The landfills are the only known sources of contamination present at QU 1. No ot her

di sposal sites are |located upgradient of the QU 1 landfills with respect to groundwater flow and w th respect
to overland transport of contam nants via surface runoff. The location of QU 1 adjacent to Rowell O eek and

near the convergence with Sal Taylor Creek places the landfills at the |l ower extrene of the Rowell Creek

drai nage basin and upgradient of QU 1. Several known and potential sites are located within the Rowel | Creek
drai nage basin and upgradient of OQJ 1. These known and potential sites nay act as a source of contanination
to surface water and sediment in the portion of Rowell Creek inmredi ately adjacent to and downstream of QU 1.

These sites do not, however, affect the spring or drainage structure on Site 2 or the Site 2 tributary.

Surface Soil Semvolatile organic conmpounds (SVOCs), pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and
inorganics were detected in QU 1 surface soil sanples. The only volatile organic conmpound (VOC) detected
(acetone) is considered a common | aboratory contam nant. Contami nant detections were randomin their
distribution, generally isolated in their occurrence, and bel ow | evel s of concern to hunan health or the
environnent (see Summary of Site Risks, Section 2.6). The highest concentrations for nmbst contaminants in
soil were generally associated with the bermon the east side of Site 1.

Subsurface Soil Subsurface soil on the perineter of the landfills was sanpled at selected locations to
verify the extent of waste placement. Only common | aboratory contaninants and inorganics at concentrations
consistent with background were observed in the |aboratory anal ytical data for subsurface soil buried waste
was not encountered at any of the perineter ocations.

G oundwater An extensive network of groundwater nonitoring wells was installed and sanpled to characterize
both the vertical and horizontal extent of potential groundwater contani nation associated with the QU 1
landfills. A plume of groundwater contanination was not detected at either landfill. |solated detections of
VOCs, SVQOCs, and inorganics were reported in groundwater; no pesticides or PCBs were detected in groundwater.
Concentrations of contam nants observed were generally well bel ow maxi mum contam nant |evels (MCLs)

est abl i shed by USEPA and FDEP for conmunity potable water distribution systenms, but some inorganic chenicals
did exceed MCLs.

Recharge of groundwater at QU 1 conmes fromthe infiltration of rainwater through the landfills and the wooded
areas located to the west. Al groundwater from QU 1 eventually discharges into Rowel|l Ceek. Shallow
groundwater fromSite 2 discharges into the spring and drai nage structure. D scharge fromthe drai nage
structure flows overland through the Site 2 tributary and a wetland to Rowel | Creek; deeper groundwater from
Site 2 discharges directly into Rowell Creek.

Surface Water and Sedi ment Surface water and sedi ment sanples were collected fromthe drai nage structure and



Site 2 tributary located on QU 1 and from Rowel|l Creek |ocated east of QU 1. Inorganics, PCBs, and common

| aboratory contaminants were the only constituents reported in surface water and sedi nent sanples from Rowel |
Creek. PCB concentrations (reported in sedinent only) were consistent with those observed upstreamof QU 1;
statistical analysis of inorganics in both surface water and sedi ment indicated that sanples adjacent to and
downstreamof QU 1 were not statistically different fromthose observed upstreamof QU 1.

Anal ysis of surface water and sedi ment sanples fromthe drainage structure and Site 2 tributary on QU 1
reported nore organi ¢ contam nants and general ly higher concentrations of inorganics than were observed in
sanples fromRowell Creek. Tables 2-1 and 2-2 present all reported detections fromsurface water and

sedi nent sanpling conpleted at QU 1. Sanples with an "RC' in the locator were collected from Rowel | Creek;
all other sanples were collected fromthe drainage structure and Site 2 tributary on QU 1. Figure 2-4
presents surface water and sedi ment sanpling locations at QU 1.

An orange-red flocculent material is present in the upper wetland, the drainage structure, the Site 2
tributary, and the |l ower wetland (Figure 2-3). This flocculent is assuned to be fornmed by the conbined
effects of elevated iron concentrations present in the chemcally reduced groundwater, gradual oxidation of
the reduced iron upon contact with the atnosphere, and the presence and activity of iron-oxidizing bacteria.
The presence of the floccurient naterial and iron-stained sedinent is greatest in the drainage structure and
decreases in intensity and occurrence in the downstreamdirection (toward | ower wetland adjacent to Rowell
Creek). The flocculent naterial has not been observed in Rowell Creek.

Dat a gathered during the renedial investigation indicated that the orange-red flocculent material may be
suppressing the benthic community in the system Additionally, toxicity testing of sedinent fromthe Site 2
tributary and Rowell Creek at the tributary confluence reported reduced survival and reproductive rates for
test organi sns (when conpared to control sanples). These adverse effects are quickly recovered i n Rowel |
Creek. A specific causative agent(s) of the inpairnent to the benthic community could not be identified;
inorganics in surface water and sedinent and the orange red-flocculent material were identified as possible
causes for the reduced survival and reproductive rates observed.

2.6 SUWKARY OF SITE RISKS. The risk assessnent conpleted For QU 1 did not identify any unacceptabl e hunman
health risks for any media at the QU. A potential ecological risk, in the formof suppression of the benthic
macr oi nvertebrate conmmunity, was identified for the Site 2 tributary and |ocations in Rowell Creek (RC6 and
RC-7, Figure 2-4), inmmedi ately downgradi ent of the confluence of the Site 2 tributary and Rowel |l Creek.

The potential inpact to ecological receptors in the Site 2 tributary and a section of Rowell Creek was
identified through | aboratory observation of reproductive and nortality rates of benthic macroinvertebrates
and sanpling of the benthic community. The reproductive rates studied for the Site 2 tributary, RC6, and
RC-7 were less than norrmal. Sanpling of the benthic community indicated inpairment in the Site 2 tributary,
RC-6, and RCG-7. Additionally, increased nortality was observed at locations 2-2 and RCG-7 (Figure 2-4). No
suppressi on of the benthic macroinvertebrate community was reported at other |ocations sanpled in Rowell

O eek.



Table 2-1
Surface Water Chemi cal Anal yses

Record of Decision
Naval Air Station Cecil Field, Operable Unit 1
Jacksonville, Florida
Locator: 2- SW 25w 1- SW DUP1 2- SWB8 RCSW6 RCSW/ RCSW8 RCSVBA RCSWO RCSWLO

Col l ect Date: 24-Jun-93 22-Jun-93 22-Jun-93 24-Jun-93 24-Jun-93 24-Jun-93 24-Jun-93 24-Jun-93 24-Jun-S3 28-Jun-93

Vol atiles (ung/l)

Acet one -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 9J
Chl oroform -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1 13
Chl or obenzene 4 2] 2] 23 -- -- -- - - -

Sem vol atiles (ug/l)
1, 4-Di chl or obenzene 2J -- -- .- .- .- .- .- . .-

I norganics (ng/l)

Al uni num 91.9 463 510 36.8 124 601 93.2 153 91.5 --
Barium 39.31J 45.2 ] 47.5 J 37.9 13 16.8 J 20 J 14.7 J 16.8 J 14.4 ) --
Cal ci um 17, 500 19, 200 19, 300 19, 700 25,100 24,900 25, 300 25, 000 25,900 24,000
Chrom um -- -- -- -- -- 4] -- -- -- --
Iron 8,990 27,500 36, 300 6, 430 738 1,130 653 785 587 523
Lead -- 3.3 3.3 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Magnesi um 1,610 J 1,550 J 1,540 J 1,620 J 8,390 8, 230 8, 550 8,390 8, 860 7,530
Manganese 106 103 105 101 16. 8 21.2 17.8 19.2 16.2 15.3
Ni ckel -- 12.8 J -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Pot assi um -- -- -- -- 4,240 J 4,320 J 4,350 4,550 4,620 3,300 J
Sodi um 4,260 J 3,920 J 3,990 J 4,250 J 23,100 22,500 24,100 23, 300 25, 400 18, 400
Zi nc -- 15.4 J 18.1 J -- 15.4 J 24.7 17.1 3 17.5 3 22.7 --

1 Duplicate of sanple 2SW2.
Notes: The conplete analytical data set for OQU 1 is presented in Appendix Mof the Renmedial Investigation, (RI).
ug/l mcrograms per liter.

- = not detected.
J = estimated val ue.



Table 2-2
Sedi ment Chemi cal Anal yses

Record of Decision
Naval Air Station Cecil Field, Operable Unit 1

Jacksonville, Florida

Locat or: 2- SD1 28D2 1- SD- DUP1 2- SD3 RCSD6 RCSD7 RCSD8 RCSD8A RCSD9 RCSD10
Col | ect Date: 24-Jun-93 22-Jun-93 22-Jun-93 24-Jun-93 24-Jun-93 24-Jun-93 24-Jun-93 24-Jun-93 24-Jun-93 28-Jun-93

Vol atiles (ng/kg)

Met hyl ene chl ori de - - - - - - - - - 2]
Acet one 410 190 J 170 J 220 J - 16 44 14 39 -
2- But anone 86 J 30 J 28 J 231 - - 51 - - -
Tol uene - - - 6 J - - - - - -
Semi vol atiles (ng/kg)

Chl or obenzene 64 J 14 J 12 ] 160 J - - - - - -
1, 4-Di chl or obenzene - - - 140 J - - - - - -
Acenapht hene - - - 70 J - - - - - -

Fl uor ant hene 250 J 340 J 370 J - - - - - - -
Pyrene 180 J 290 J 300 J - - - - - - -
bi s(2- Et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate - - - - - - - 170 J 150 J -
Arocl or-1260 - - - - - - 21 29 J 20 J 36 J
I norgani cs (ng/kg)

Al uni num 2,280 2,310 3,220 8, 180 515 470 699 670 586 542
Bari um 32.5J 61.7 J 110 J 25.9J 3.81J 3.9 6.3 5.3 521 571
Cadmi um 3.5 - 6.2 1.3 1.5 - - - -
Cal ci um 3,120 J 2,810 J 5,690 J 3,830 204 J 234 ) 387 J 241 ) 892 J 554 J
Chrom um - - - 13.1 - - - - - -
Copper - 3.9 551 - - - - - 8.5 1.6 J
Iron 37,000 124,000 J 233,000 J 7,320 405 368 524 308 400 308
Lead 9 9.3 - 22.4 1.8 2.3 2.3 1.2 4.5 2
Magnesi um - 175 3 - 138 J - - - - 172 70.6 J
Manganese 24.4 42.5 69.9 22.8 3.2 3J 3.9 3.5 2.6 J 2.8
Mer cury - 0.39J 1 - - - - - - -
Ni ckel - 14.2 - - - 3.4 - - - 3.4
Pot assi um - - - - - - 122 ) - - -
Sel eni um - - 5.9 3.5 - - - - - -
Sil ver - 4.5 7.5 1.4 - - - - - -
Vanadi um - 10.9 J - 17.4 ) - - - - - -
Zinc 38.2 73.4 94.9 34.5 7.8 7.1 8.9 5.6 9 551
Cyani de - 1.7 3 - .72 - - - - -

1-Duplicate of sanple 2SD2.

Notes: The conplete analytical data set for QU 1 is presented in Appendix M of the Renedial Investigation (RI).
1ug/ kg = m crogranms per Kkilogram J = estimted val ue.
- not detected. mg/ kg = mlligrans per kilogram
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Thi s decreased biological activity is thought to be attributable to an orange-red flocculent nmateria
observed in the tributary and/or inorganics in surface water and sedi ment.

1 Suppression of the benthic macroinvertebrate community in the tributary may be the result of
unf avor abl e physical conditions (gills may become coated with the orange-red floccul ent
material) rather than specific chemicals in surface water or sedinment, but a conclusive
statenent regarding this issue could not be nade

Chemi cal sanpling and anal ysis have not identified a particuiar-chenical responsible for the
observed effects.

No specific causes of the adverse effects (chenicals detected in surface water or sedinent or
physi cal conditions such as orange-red flocculent) could be identified

2.7 DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATIVES. This section and Table 2-3 present a summary of the source control and risk
reduction alternatives devel oped to neet the renmedial action objectives for QU 1. These alternatives are
fully discussed in the FS, which is part of the admnistrative record for QU 1. Section 2.8 presents the
conparative analysis of alternatives; Section 2.9 presents the sel ected source control and risk reduction

al ternatives.

Source Control

Three source-control (SC) alternatives were devel oped to neet the RAGs identified in Chapter 3.0
Institutional controls, including deed restrictions on the future use of |land and groundwater at QU 1, are
included in all three source-control alternatives. Al so, because waste naterials will be left in the
landfills, all source-control alternatives nust include a 5-year review to assess continued applicability of
the selected renedy and whether human heal th and the environment continue to be protected by the remedy.

Alternative SC-1: No Action Eval uation of a no-action alternative is required by law. "No Action" neans
leaving the landfill as it is today. Institutional controls (e.g., deed restrictions) and a 5-year review
are included in SC 1.

Alternative SC-2: Site Josure A site closure plan would be devel oped to conplete a landfill gas survey, a
radi ol ogi cal survey, and an unexpl oded ordnance (UXO survey; renove surface debris (enpty rusted druns and
concrete); nonitor groundwater; and perform postclosure care. |Institutional controls and a 5-year review are

included in SC 2.

Alternative SC-3: Site Cosure and Capping A site closure plan would be devel oped to conplete the

following: (1) a landfill gas survey, (2) a radiological survey, (3) a UXO survey, (4) renoval of surface
debris (enmpty rusted druns and concrete), (5) a groundwater nonitoring program (6) clearing and grubbing
(removal of trees and stunps), (7) design and construction of a landfill cap (figure 2-5), (8) a landfill gas

venting system (9) nanagerment of surface water runoff, (10) wetland mtigation (replacing destroyed
wet| ands), and (11) an outline of postclosure care requirements (e.g., repair and naintain cap).
Institutional controls and a 5-year review are included in SC 3.



Table 2-3

Renedi al

Alternatives fo

Record of Deci sion

Naval

Jacksonvill e,

Air Station Ceci
Fl ori da

Activit
Common t
Al t er nat

Addi tion
Activit

Cost

Sel ect ed
Al t er nat

r A1

Field, Qperable

Alternative

es
o Al
ives

a
es

ives

Unit 1

SCG1

No Action

! | npl ement inst
I B5-year review

I None

$36, 700

Sour ce Control
SG 2

Site dosure

itutional controls

Devel op cl osure

pl an

Per f or m unexpl oded
or dance,
radi ol ogi cal, and
landfill gas surveys
Renove and

di spose of surface
debris

Moni t or gr oundwat er
Fence | andfill

$261, 500

X

SC-3 Site
Cl osure and Cappi ng

Devel op cl osure plan
Per f or m unexpl oded
or dance,
radi ol ogi cal, and
landfill gas surveys
Renmove and di spose
of surface debris
Moni t or gr oundwat er
Fence and cap
landfill

I Mtigate wetl ands

$4, 550, 600

RR-1 Bi ononi toring

X

5-year review

Sanpl e and

anal yze surface
wat er and

sedi ment

Sanpl e bent hic
macr oi nverte-

br at es

Test toxicity of
sedi nent
Identify bacteria
present in
surface water

$266, 400

Ri sk Reduction

RR- 2

S

te G ading

G ade site to
cover spring
Mtigate wetl ands
Sanpl e and

anal yze surface
wat er and

sedi ment

Sanpl e benthic
macr oi nverte-

brat es

Test toxicity of
sedi ment

ldentify bacteria
present in surface
wat er

$645, 400

RR-3 Treat nent of

Surface Water

and

Excavati on of
Sedi nent

Treat surface

vat er

Excavat e and

di spose of

sedi nent

Mtigate wetl ands
Sanpl e and

anal yze surface
wat er and

sedi nent

Sanpl e benthic
macr oi nverte-

brat es

Test toxicity of
sedi ment

Identify bacteria
present in surface
wat er

$1, 951, 100
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R sk Reduction

Three risk-reduction (RR) alternatives have been devel oped to nmeet the RAGCs di scussed in Chapter 3.0.
Because potential ecological risks were identified for surface water and sedinment in the Site 2 tributary, a
bi omonitoring programis included in each of the risk reduction alternatives. The details of the

bi omoni tori ng program however, would vary dependi ng on which alternative is selected. The 5-year review
(di scussed above for source control) would include evaluation of the results of the biononitoring program

Alternative RR-1: Biononitoring Biononitoring has been included as an alternative because the current
system of wetlands, drainage structure, and tributary may be serving as an effective renedial system and
protecting the ecol ogi cal systemof Rowell Creek. The programoutlined in Attachnent B to this RCD woul d
i ncl ude chem cal anal yses of surface water and sedinment, identification of the bacteria present in the
drai nage structure, sanpling of benthic macroinvertebrates, and toxicity testing of sediment. Figure 2-6
presents RR-1.

Alternative RR-2: Site Gading Site grading woul d reduce risks by covering the affected area of Site 2.
RR-2 consists of backfilling the spring, the drainage structure, and part of the Site 2 tributary; grading
over these areas to the original topography; bionmonitoring (as discussed in RR-1) focused on Rowell Creek and
adj acent wetl ands; and wetland mtigation (replacing destroyed wetlands). Figure 2-7 presents RR 2.

Alternative RR-3: Treatnent of Surface Water and Excavation of Sedi nent This alternative would reduce

ri sks by renoving existing sedinment and treating surface water. RR-3 consists of treatability testing to
devel op an effective neans of treating surface water; design and construction of the treatnent facility;
renovi ng, dewatering, and disposing of existing sedinent, operating and naintaining the treatnent facility;
bi omonitoring (as discussed for RR1) focused on the wetlands al ong Rowell Creek and Rowel | Creek; and
wetland mitigation. Figure 2-8 presents RR- 3.

2.8 SUWKARY OF COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATIVES. This section eval uates and conpares each of the source
control and risk reduction alternatives with respect to nine criteria outlined in Section 300.430(e) of the
NCP. Tables 2-4 and 2-5 sunmarize this conparison for seven of the nine criteria (threshold and primary

bal ancing criteria) for source-control and risk-reduction alternatives, respectively.

The eighth and ninth criteria (State and community acceptance on the nodifying criteria) have been eval uat ed.
The State has reviewed all docunents related to QU 1 (e.g., the R, RA FS, Proposed Plan, and this ROD) and
concurs with the selected remedies. The State-submtted one comment on the Proposed Plan during the public
comrent period. Attachnment A of the ROD contains the Responsiveness Summary. The community has had the
opportunity to comrent on the proposed renedies during a 30-day public coment period (see Section 2.3). No
comrents were received fromthe comunity during the public coment period.

<I MG SRC 0496275H>
<I M5 SRC 0496275I >
<I M5 SRC 0496275J>



Table 2-4

Conpar ative Summary of Source-Control (SC) Alternatives

Record of Decision
Naval Air Station Cecil
Jacksonville, Florida

Alternative

SC-1:
No Action

SC- 2:
Site do-
sure

SC- 3:
Site Co-
sure and
Cappi ng

Notes: ARARs --

applicable or

Field, Operable Unit 1

Threshold Criteria

Overal |l Protection of Human

Heal th and the Environnent

Ri sks to human health and the

environment have not been
identified for SS, SB, or

therefore, this alternative pro-
vides as nmuch protection to
human health and the environ-
nent as other SC al ternatives.

Ri sks to human health and the

environment have not been
identified for SS, SB, or

therefore, this alternative pro-
vides as nmuch protection to
human health and the environ-
ment as other SC alternatives.

Ri sks to human health and the

environment have not been
Identified for SS, SB, or

therefore, this alternative pro-
vides as nmuch protection to
human health and the environ-
nment as other SC alternatives.
This alternative would cause
adverse effects to the environ-

ment because the wetland

habi tat woul d be destroyed.

SS = surface soil.
QU = Operable Unit.

Conpl i ance
wi th ARARs

This alternative
woul d neet
ARARs.

This alternative
woul d neet
ARARSs.

This alternative
woul d neet

ARARs if action-
and | ocation-
speci fic ARARs
for wetland miti-
gation are net.

rel evant and appropriate requirenents. SB --

Primary Balancing Criteria

Long-term Ef fectiveness
and Permanence

This alternative provides
no further protection of

human health and the and,
envi ronnent over current

condi tions.

This alternative provides a
permanent met hod of pro-
tecting human and eco-

| ogical receptors. It also
includes a postclosure

nmoni toring program

This alternative provides

I ong-term reduction of
Infiltration of water
through landfill wastes. It
al so includes a post-clo-
sure nonitoring program

subsurface soil.

GW = groundwat er.

Reduction in Toxicity,
Mobility, and Vol une

No treatnent is enploy-
ed in this alternative
therefore, there is

no reduction in toxicity,
nmobi lity, or volune of
contam nants.

No treatnent is era-
ployed in this alterna-
tive; therefore, there is
no reduction in toxicity,
nmobility, or volune of
cont ai nnents.

Cont ai nment rather than
treatnent is enployed

inthis alternative, there-

fore nobility of contam
inants may be reduced
but toxicity and vol une
woul d not .

Short-term
Ef fectiveness

This alternative pro-
vides no renedial re-
sponse actions and,
therefore, would not
adversely inpact the
comunity or the envi-
ronment during inple-
menration.

This alternative is not
expected to have an

i npact on the commu-
nity during inplenen-
tation because con-
struction activities are
limted to fencing and
actions taken as a re-
sult of UXO, radiol ogi-
cal, and landfill gas
surveys.

This alternative is ex-
expected to have a sig-
ni ficant | npact on the
environment at OU 1
upon i npl ement ati on.
Habi tat for ecol ogical
speci es would be de-
stroyed.

| mpl ementability

The no-action alterna-
tive would be easy to
Implement. This alter-
native would not inter-
fere with the ability to
perform future renedi-
al actions.

Alternative SC-2 would
be easy to inplenent.
Equi pment and per-
sonnel for post-closure
care are available; re-
sources woul d have to
be provided.

Equi pment and servic-

es to construct the
cover designed for OU

1 are readily available.
If wetland mitigation
measures are insuffi-
cient to offset adverse
environnental inpacts,
this alternative should
not be inpl emented.

$36, 700

$261, 500

$4, 550, 600



Table 2-5

Conpar ative Summary of Ri sk-Reduction Renedial

Record of Decision

Naval Airr Station Cecil

Jacksonville, Florida

Alternative

RR-1:
Moni t ori ng

RR- 2:
Site Grad-
ing

RR- 3:
Treat Sur-
face Water
and Excav-
ate Sedi -
ment

Operable Unit 1

Threshold Criteria

Overal |l Protection of Human
Heal th and the Environnent

This alternative would protect
human heal th and woul d pro-

tect the environment of Rowell
Creek (see Section 2.9 of text).
This alternative would not

vide i nmmedi ate additional

aquatic organismprotection in
the spring, drainage structure,
and Site 2 tributary. Biological
conditions in Rowell Creek

woul d be nmonitored for 5

years. There is no risk asso-

ciated with human heal th.

This alternative would elim-
nate aquatic habitat of the
spring and drai nage structure.
There is no risk associated

wi th human heal t h.

This alternative would be pro-
tective of the Site 2 tributary.
However, this alternative may

not be protective of the envi-
ronment if the downgradient

wetl and systemis altered by
treating surface water and
excavating sedi ment at the

site. There is no risk associat-

ed with human heal th.

Notes: OU = Operable Unit

ARARs = applicable or

SW = surface water.

(RR) Alternatives

Conpl i ance
wi th ARARs

This alternative would
neet all chem cal - spe-
cific ARARs for surface
wat er except for three
netals (iron, lead, and
ni ckel ) which exceed
FSWQSs. Locati on-

and action-specific
ARARs woul d be net.

This alternative would
nmeet chenical - and ac-
tion-specific ARARs.
Location-specific

ARARs pertaining to
wet | ands are not expec-
ted to be met.

This alternative would

nmeet all chenmical-, |oca-
tion-, and action-specific

ARARs.

rel evant and appropriate requirenents.

Primary Balancing Criteria

Long-term Ef fectiveness
and Per manence

Under this alternative,
contami nant levels in
surface water and sedi-
ment woul d be non-

itored for 5 years. Addi-

tional long-termaction
i s dependent upon

physi cal and cheni cal
conditions at the 5-year
review.

Due to uncertainty in
site hydrogeology, it is
unknown if the ground-

water spring will reoccur
and, if so, what effect it

wi || have on the benthic
comunity at Site 2.

This alternative is ex-
pected to renpve con-
tam nated sedi nent and
treat surface water to
address physical and
chemical contam nation
present at the site.

Reduction in Toxicity,
Mobility, and Vol une

No treatment is em
ployed in this alterna-
tive; therefore, there
is no reduction in
toxicity, mobility, or
vol une.

Cont ai nment rat her
than treatment is em
ployed in this alterna-
tive. A reduction of
surface water con-
tam nation toxicity,
mobi lity, and vol une
is expected. Sedi-
nent will be covered
and, therefore, wll
not reduce toxicity or
vol une.

This alternative would
reduce the toxicity,
nmobi lity, and vol une
of the contam nants

in surface water and
sedi nent at QU 1.

FSWQs = Florida Surface Water Quality Standards.
SD =sedi ment .

Short-term
Ef fectiveness

This alternative provides

no renedi al response
action and, therefore,
woul d not adversely im
pact the community or
the environment during
construction.

This alternative is ex-

pected to have a signifi-

cant inpact on the envi-
ronment at OU 1 be-
cause the wetland woul d
be elim nated.

No short-terminpacts
are anticipated.

| mpl ementability

Abi ononi toring pro-

gram

woul d be easi -

l'y inplemented.

This

alternative

woul d not interfere

with

the ability to

performfuture reme-

di al

Site
under

actions.

wor k proposed
this alternative

is easily inplenent-

ed.

By filling in the

drai nage structure,

this

inter
abili
futur

al ternative may
fere with the
ty to perform
e renedi al ac-

tions (e.g., RR-3).

Const
t ment

ruction of trea-
facility and as-

sociated site work is

easi |
This

y inplenmented.
alternative

woul d not interfere

with

the ability to

performfuture reme-

di al

actions.

Cost

$266, 400

$645, 300

$1, 951, 100



2.9 SELECTED REMEDI ES. Both a source-control and risk-reduction alternative were selected as the preferred
remedy in the Proposed Pl an.

The selected alternative for source control is SC2, site closure. Aternative SC 2 provides an acceptable

| evel of continued protection to human health and the environnent. The alternative includes activities
necessary to obtain closure of the landfills while preserving the habitat present. This alternative does not
include intrusive methods that woul d expose landfill waste to site workers or destroy the wetland environment
at the site. Alternative SC-2 neets all ARARs. The Navy estimates that the inplenentation of SC-2 will cost
approxi matel y $261, 500 and can be conpleted in approxi mately 5 weeks.

The selected alternative for risk reduction is RR1, bionmonitoring. The selected alternative for risk
reduction is protective of human health and woul d protect the environnent of Rowell Creek. The suppression
of the benthic nacroinvertebrate community observed in the Site 2 tributary and a portion of Rowell Creek

(i mredi ately downstream of the Site 2 tributary Rowel| Creek confluence) woul d continue because the existing
system of wetl ands, drainage structure, and tributary may be the nost effective neans of addressing these
adverse affects. Additionally, the selected alternative does not result in habitat |oss or wetland
destruction and is believed to protect the |larger and nore ecol ogically significant systemof Rowell Creek.

Because the sel ected renedy does not inpose a treatnment conponent, the Florida Surface Water Quality

Standards a chenical -specific ARAR for surface water would not be met for iron, |lead, and nickel. An ARAR
wai ver is justified in this case because conpliance with this requirenent would result in greater risk to the
envi ronnent (as discussed in Section 2.8, Table 2-5 and Section 2.10). Al other chemical-, |ocation-, and

action-specific ARARs woul d be attained by the selected remedy for risk reduction.

Ri sk-reduction alternatives RR-2 and RR-3 would result in significant habitat |oss and destruction of wetland
at QU 1 and are nuch nore costly to inplement. The effectiveness of RR1 as it relates to achi evernent of
ARARs wi |l be evaluated at the 5-year review. The Navy estimates that the inplementation of RR-1 woul d cost
approxi mat el y $266, 400 and woul d be conpleted prior to the 5-year review for QU 1.

2.10 STATUTORY DETERM NTIONS. The remedial alternatives slected for QU 1 are consistent with CERCLA and the
NCP. The sel ected remedi es provide the best avail able nethods for protection of human health and the
environnent, attain nost ARARs (except Florida Surface Water Quality Standards [FSWX] for iron, |ead, and
nickel), and are cost-effective Tables 2-6 and 2-7 |list and describe Federal and State ARARs appropriate for
the sel ected source-control and risk-reduction renmedies (respectively). Most inmportantly, the selected
remedies provide flexibility to inplenment additional renedial neasures, if necessary, to address RAGs or

unf or eseen i ssues.

As stated in Section 1.5, an ARAR waiver for nonconpliance with the chem cal -specific ARAR of Florida SWXS
for iron, lead, and nickel is justified because conpliance with this requirenent would result in greater risk
to the environnent than alternative options.



Table 2-6
Synopsi s of Federal and State ARARs for Alternative Source Control 2

Record of Decision, Operable Unit 1
Naval Air Station Cecil Field
Jacksonville, Florida

Federal and State Stan-
dards and Requirenents Requi rements Synopsi s Consideration in the Renmedi al Response Process

Chemi cal - Specific

COccupational Safety and Establ i shes perm ssible exposure limts for workplace exposure Applicable. Standards are applicable for worker exposure to OSHA hazardous
Heal th Act (OSHA), to a specific listing of chemicals. chemicals during renedial activities. During inplementation of renedial alterna-
QOccupational Safety and tives for QU 1, these requirenents are ARARs.

Heal th Regul ations [20
CFR Part 1910, Subpart Z]

Locati on- Specific

Endanger ed Speci es Act This act requires action to avoid jeopardizing the continued Applicable. Table 4-3 lists the rare, endangered, and threatened flora and fauna at

[50 CFR Part 402] exi stence of federally |isted endangered or threatened species. QU 1 at Naval Air Station (NAS) Cecil Field. Inplementation of renedial alterna-
Requi renents include notification to the USEPA and minini za- tives at OU 1 could potentially inpact one of the species identified in Table 4-3.
tion of adverse effects to such endangered speci es because of Requirements of this rule nust be net prior to inplenmentation of any renedial
pl anned activities. alternative at OU 1.

Nat i onal Envi ronnent al This rule requires an Environnmental |npact Statenent (EIS) or a Applicable. A Federal action may be exenpted froman EIS if a functionally

Policy Act (NEPA) [40 CFR “functional equivalent" for Federal actions that may inpact the equi val ent study is performed under CERCLA. Wetlands have been identified and

Part 6] human environnment. |t also requires that Federal agencies mni- classified at OU 1 (see Chapter 1.0). |If the inplenentation of any renedial
m ze the degradation, |oss, or destruction of wetlands, and alternative would inpact these wetlands, the intent of NEPA (i.e., that degradation,
preserve and enhance natural and beneficial values of wetlands | oss, or destruction of wetlands should be mninized) requires consideration.

and fl oodpl ai ns under Executive Orders 11990 and 11988.

Protection of Wetlands, Requi res Federal agencies to avoid, to the extent possible, the To be considered (TBC). Renedial alternatives selected for QU 1 that involve the
Executive Order 11990 [40 adverse inpacts associated with the destruction or |oss of alteration of the wetland systens identified at OU 1 nay not be selected unless a
CFR Part 6] wet | ands and to avoid support of new construction in wetlands if determ nation is made that no practicable alternative exists. |f no practicable

a practical alternative exists. alternative exists, potential harm nust be minimzed and action taken to restore

and preserve the natural and beneficial values of the wetland.

Protection of Floodplains, Federal agencies are required to reduce the risk of flood |oss, to To be considered. The potential effects of any action will be evaluated to ensure
Executive Order 11988 m nimze inpact of floods, and to restore and preserve the that the planning and decision making reflect consideration of flood hazards and
natural and beneficial values of floodplains. fl oodpl ai n managenment, including restoration and preservation of natural,

undevel oped fl oodpl ai ns.
Action-Specific

Department of Transporta- This regul ation establishes the procedures for packaging, These requirenments will be applicable to any conpany contracted to transport
tion Rules for Transporta- | abeling, and transporting hazardous materials. hazardous material fromthe site for |aboratory analysis, treatnent, or disposal.
tion of Hazardous, Materi-

als [49 CFR Parts 107,

171, 173, 178, and 179]

See notes at end of table.



Table 2-6 (Continued)

Synopsi s of Federal and State ARARs for Alternative Source Control 2

Record of Decision, Operable Unit 1
Naval Air Station Cecil Field
Jacksonville, Florida

Federal and State Stan-
dards and Requirenents

Action-Specific (Continued)

Hazar dous Materials Transpor-
tation Act and Hazardous Ma-
terials Transportati on Regul a-
tions [49 CFR Parts 171, 173,
178, and 179]

QOccupational Safety and Heal th
Act (OSHA), General |Industry
Standards [29 CFR Part 1910]

QOccupational Safety end Health
Act (OSHA), Recordkeeping,
Reporting, and Rel ated Regul a-
tions [29 CFR Part 1904]

COccupational Safety and Health
ACt (OSHA), Safety and Health
Standards, [29 CFR Part 1926]

Resour ce Conservation end
Recovery Act (RCRA), Minici-

pal Solid Waste Landfill Criteria
[40 CFR Part 258]

RCRA, Cl osure and Post-Cl o-
sure [40 CFR Subpart G
264.110- 284. 120]

RCRA, Landfills [40 CFR Part
264, Subpart N

Chapter 17-4, FAC, Florida
Rules on Permts

See notes at end of table.

Requi rements Synopsi s

Provi des requirenents for packaging, |abeling mani-
festing, and transporting hazardous naterials.

Requi res establishment of programs to ensure worker
heal th and safety at hazardous waste sites, including
enpl oyee training requirenments.

Provi des recordkeeping and reporting requirenents
applicable to remedial activities.

Specifies the type of safety training, equipnment, and
procedures to be used during site investigation and
remedi ati on.

This rule provides mninumnational criteria for all solid
waste landfills that receive nunicipal solid waste, accept
nonhazar dous nunici pal combustor ash, or codispose

sewage sludge with nunicipal solid waste, and are not
regul ated under Subtitle C of RCRA.

This regul ation details general requirements for closure
and post-closure of hazardous waste facilities, including
i mpl ementation of a groundwater nonitoring program

Provi des requirenents for design, operation, nonitoring,
inspection, recordkeeping, closure, and pernmt require.
nents for RCRA-regul ated landfills.

Establ i shes procedures for obtaining pernmts for sources of
pol lution.

Consideration in the Renmedi al Response Process

For renedial actions that involve offsite disposal
nated materials would need to be packaged, nanifest
licensed offsite disposal facility in conpliance w

of materials fromQU 1, contam -
ed, and transported to a
th these regul ations.

Under 40 CFR 300.38, requirenents apply to all response activities under the NCP.
During the inplenentation of any renedial alternative at OU 1, these regul ations

nust be attained.

These requirenents apply to all site contractors and subcontractors and nust be
followed during all site work. During the inplenmentation of any renedial alterna-
tive at the site, these regulations nust be attained.

Al'l phases of the renedial response project should
this regulation. During the inplenmentation of any
these regul ati ons nust be attained.

be executed in conpliance with
remedi al alternative at the site,

The landfills that conprise OU 1 did not receive wastes after the effective date of

RCRA Subtitle D, October 9, 1993; therefore, this r
This requirenent may, however, be relevant and appr
involves the closure of the landfills.

equirement is not applicable.
opriate for any alternative that

The landfills that conprise OU 1 did not receive wastes after the effective date of
RCRA Subtitle C, Novenber 19, 1980; therefore, this requirenent is not applicable.

This requirement nay, however, be relevant and appr
Invol ves the closure of the landfills.

opriate for any alternative that

The substantive requirenents of this rule are potential relevant and appropriate
requirements for any renedial alternative that involves closure of the landfills of

The substantive permitting requirements nust be net
tion.

during a CERCLA renedi a-



Table 2-6

Synopsi s of Federal and State ARARs for Alternative Source Control 2

Record of Decision, Operable Unit 1
Naval Air Station Cecil Field
Jacksonville, Florida

Federal and State Stan-
dards and Requirenents

Action-Specific (Continued)

Chapter 17-701, FAC, Florida
Solid Waste Disposal Regul a-
tions

Chapter 17-730, FAC, Florida
Hazar dous Waste Rul es

Chapter 17-736, FAC,
Florida Rul es on Hazardous
Waste Warning Signs

Requi rements Synopsi s

The rule inplements the provisions of the Florida Resource
Recovery and Managenent Act concerning the storage,
collection, transportation, separation, processing, recycling,
and di sposal of solid waste.

Adopts by reference appropriate sections of 40 CFR and
establishes minor additions to these regul ations concern-
ing the generation, storage, treatnent, transportation, and
di sposal of hazardous wastes.

Requires warning signs at NPL and FDEP identified
hazardous waste sites to informthe public of the presence
of potentially harnful conditions.

Notes: ARARs = applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents.
CFR = Code of Federal Regul ations.

QU = Operable Unit.

USEPA = U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

CERCLA = Conprehensive Environnental, Response, Conpensation and Liability Act.
NCP = National O and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan.

FAC = Florida Admi nistrative Code.

NPL = National Priority List.

FDEP = Florida Departnent of Environnental Protection.

Consideration in the Renmedi al Response Process

The closure requirenents described in Chapter 17-701.600, FAC, do not apply to
landfills that received their final cover before July 1, 1985. Therefore, the landfills
do not need to be closed in accordance with this regulation.

The substantive requirements of this rule are potential relevant and appropriate

requirenents for any renedial alternative that involves closure of the landfills at OU
1.

This requirenent is applicable for sites that are on the NPL or that have been
identified by the FDEP as potentially harnful.



Table 2-7
Synopsis of Federal and State ARARs for Alternative Ri sk Reduction

Record of Decision,

Naval

Air Station Cecil Field

Jacksonville, Florida

Federal and State Stan-
dards and Requirenents

Chemi cal - Specific

COccupational Safety and
Heal th Act (OSHA), Cccu-
pational Safety and Health
Regul ations [20 CFR Part
1910, Subpart Z]

Chapter 17-302, Florida
Admi ni strative Code (FAC),
Florida Surface Water

Qual ity Standards

(FSVQs)

Locati on Specific

Endanger ed Species Act
[50 CFR Part 402]

Fish and Wldlife Coordi-
nation Act [40 CFR Part
302]

Nat i onal Envi ronnent al
Policy Act (NEPA) [40 CFR
Part 6]

See notes at end of table.

Operable Unit 1

Requi rements Synopsi s

Establ i shes perm ssible exposure limts for workplace exposure
to a specific listing of chemicals.

Defines surface water

cl asses and establishes water quality

standards for surface water within each classification. The
State's antidegradation policy is also established in this rule.

This act requires action to avoid jeopardizing the continued
exi stence of federally |isted endangered of threatened species.
Requi rements include notification to the USEPA and mi nim za-
tion of adverse effects to such endangered species because of

pl anned activities.

This rule requires that the U.S. Fish and Wldlife Services
(USFWB), National Marine Fisheries Service (NVFS) and rel ated
State agencies be consulted when a Federal departnent or
agency proposes of authorizes any control or structural nodifi-
cation of any stream or other water body. Also requires ade-
quate provision for protection of fish and wildlife resources.

This rule requires an Environnmental |npact Statement (EIS) or a
"functional equivalent" for Federal actions that may inpact the
humen environnent. |t also requires that Federal agencies mini-

n ze the degradation,

loss, or destruction of wetlands, and

preserve and enhance natural and beneficial values of wetlands

and fl oodpl ai ns under

Executive Orders 11990 and 11988.

Consideration in the Renmedi al Response Process

Applicable. Standards are applicable for worker exposure to OSHA hazardous
chemicals during renedial activities. During inplementation of renedial alterna-
tives for QU 1, these requirenents are ARARs.

Rel evant and Appropriate. Surface water at OU 1 (e.g., Rowell Creek) is classified
by the Florida Departnment of Environnental Protection (FDEP) as Class Il water

and as such is designated for recreation, propagation, and managenent of fish

and wildlife and is not used as a drinking water resource. Renedial alternatives
that address surface water contanination or include an option for discharge of
treated groundwater or surface water to surface water will consider FSWQs. These
standards may al so be relevant and appropriate for groundwater remediation if no
MCL exists, groundwater discharges to surface water and contam nants are

affecting aquatic organisms, or other health-based standards are not avail able.

Applicable. Table 4-3 lists the rare, endangered, and threatened flora and fauna at
QU 1 at Naval Air Station (NAS) Cecil Field. Inplenentation of renedial alterna-
tives at OU 1 could potentially inpact one of the species identified in Table 4-3.
Requirements of this rule nust be net prior to inplementation of any remedial
alternative at QU 1.

Applicable. Should a renedial alternative involve the alteration of a stream or

ot her body of water, the USFWS, NMFS; and other rel ated agencies nust be

consul ted before that body of water is altered. |f alterations to the drainage
structure or Site 2 tributary are necessary to inplenent remedial alternatives, the
requirenents of this rule would need to be net.

Applicable. A Federal action may be exenpted froman EISif a functionally

equi val ent study is performed under CERCLA. Wetlands have been identified and
classified at OU 1 (see Chapter 1.0). |If the inplenmentation of any renedial
alternative would inmpact these wetlands, the intent of NEPA (i.e., that degradation,
| oss, or destruction of wetlands should be mnimzed) requires consideration.



Table 2-7 (Continued)
Synopsis of Federal and State ARARs for Alternative Ri sk Reduction

Record of Decision, Operable Unit 1
Naval Air Station Cecil Field

Jacksonville, Florida

Federal and State Stan-

dards and Requirenents Requi rements Synopsi s Consideration in the Renmedi al Response Process

Protection of Wetlands, Execu- Requi res Federal agencies to avoid, to the extent possible, To be considered (TBC). Renedial alternatives selected for QU 1 that involve the

tive Order 11990 [40 CFR Part the adverse inpacts associated with the destruction or |oss alteration of the wetland systens identified at OU 1 nay not be selected unless a

6] of wetlands and to avoid support of new construction in determi nation is made that no practicable alternative exists. |If no practicable
wetlands if a practical alternative exists. alternative exists, potential harm nust be minimzed and action taken to restore

and preserve the natural and beneficial values of the wetland.

Protection of Floodplains, Exec- Federal agencies are required to reduce the risk of flood To be considered. The potential effects of any action will be evaluated to ensure
utive Order 11988 loss, to mininize inpact of floods, and to restore and that the planning and decision making reflect consideration of flood hazards and
preserve the natural and beneficial values of floodplains. fl oodpl ai n managenent, including restoration and preservation of natural,

undevel oped fl oodpl ai ns.
Action-Specific

Department of Transportation This regul ation establishes the procedures for packaging, These requirements will be applicable to any conpany contracted to transport

Rul es for Transportation of | abeling, and transporting of hazardous ramaerials hazardous material fromthe site for |aboratory analysis, treatnent, or disposal.
Hazardous Materials [49 CFR

Parts 107, 171, 173, 178, and

179]

Hazar dous Materials Transpor- Provi des requirements for the packaging, |abeling, mani- For renedial actions that involve offsite disposal of materials from QU 1, contami-
tation Act and Hazardous Me- festing, and transporting of hazardous materials, nated materials would need to be packaged, manifested, and transported to a
terials Transportation Regul a- licensed offsite disposal facility in conpliance with these regul ations.

tions [49 CFR Parts 171, 173,
178, and 179]

COccupational Safety and Health Requires establishment of programs to ensure worker Under 40 CFR 300.38, requirenents apply to all response activities under the NCP.
Act (OSHA), General Industry health and safety at hazardous waste sites including During the inplenmentation of any renedial alternative at OU 1, these regul ations
Standards [29 CFR Part 1910] enpl oyee training requirenments. nust be attained.

Qccupational Safety and Heal th Provi des recordkeeping and reporting requirenents These requirenents apply to all site contractors and subcontractors and nust be
Act (OSHA), Reoordkeeping, applicable to renedial activities. followed during all site work. During the Inplenentation of any renedial alterna-
Reporting, and Rel ated Regul a- tive at the site, these regulations nust be attained.

tions [29 CFR Part 1904]

QOccupational Safety and Heal th Specifies the type of safety training, equipnent, and Al'l phases of the renedial response project should be executed in conpliance with
Act (OSHA), Safety and Health procedures to be used during site ivestigation and this regulation. During the inplenmentation of any remedial alternative at the site,
Standards, [29 CFR Part 1926] remedi ation. these regul ati ons nust be attained.
Chapter 17-4, FAC, Florida Est abl i shes procedures for obtaining permits for sources of The substantive pernmitting requirenments nust be net during a CERCLA renedia-
Rul es on Permits pol [ ution. tion.
Notes: ARARs = applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents. CERCLA = Conprehensive Environnmental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act.

CFR = Code of Federal Regul ations NCP = National O and Hadazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan

USEPA = U.S. Environnmental Protection Agency.



Treatnent alternatives were not considered for source control because no human or ecol ogical risks from
exposure to the landfill were identified at the site. Treatnment alternatives were considered for risk
reduction, but at this tine, because the current systemof wetlands, drainage structure, and Site 2 tributary
may be serving as an effective renedial treatment systemand protecting the ecol ogi cal system of Rowel |

Creek, a treatnment alternati ve was not sel ected.

2.11 DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES. The renedy discussed in this ROD has not changed significantly
fromthat described in the Proposed Pl an.



ATTACHVENT A
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

Responsi veness Summary
Qperable Unit 1, Sites 1 and 2
NAS Cecil Field, Jacksonville FL

The following is a response to the only coment received during the Public Corment Period. No comments were
recei ved during the Public Meeting.

Comrent from Greg Brown, FDEP

I have reviewed the subject docurment dated April 1995 (received May 4, 1995). In ny opinion, it is adequate
for its intent. Based on the facts presented in this docunent, | concur with the proposed alternatives. |If
bi omonitoring indicates an inpact to the wetland and aquatic environnents at the site, however, the Navy nust
be prepared to take mtigative actions. The proposed "risk reduction"” alternative is therefore contingent
upon future findings. The Navy should docunent its nanagenent decision strategies in the ROD and RD RA

pl anni ng docunentation so that mitigative actions can be planned and inplenmented in a tinmely manner if
necessary. For exanple, if biononitoring indicates an inpact, then RR-2 or RR-3 would be inpl emented using
pre-defined decision criteri a.

Response

The Navy agrees, a managenent deci sion strategy should be articulated in the ROD in the event the

bi omonitoring alternative indicates that nore aggressive renedi al nmeasures are necessary. The Navy believes,
however, that the decision strategy should not be limted to selecting which of the renaining alternatives
(RR-2 or RR3) would be inplemented. Mre data, than are currently available, will be available for the
5-year review the two renmaining alternatives, upon review of those data, may not represent the best

avai | abl e technol ogy for addressing environnental concerns at QU 1.

The managerent decision strategy objective is to prevent the inpairment of Rowell Creek. To acconplish this
obj ective, specific activities are outlined bel ow

1 finalize the Remedi al Design, including predefined decision criteria which would
be used during the 5-year nonitoring period as well as during the evaluation at
the end of the period,

conpl ete the biononitoring program

conplete a critical review of the data generated relative to the pre-defined
decision criteria,

if decision criteria are not exceeded, either continue or discontinue the
bi ormoni t ori ng program based on the findings of the 5-year review, or

if decision criteria are exceeded and additional renedi al neasures are needed,
evaluate alternatives RR-2, RR-3 and ot her technol ogies (as appropriate), then
sel ect and inpl enment an appropriate renedy.

The decision criteria will focus on inpairnent to Rowell Creek and will be based on ARARs and gui dance
criteriaidentified in the FS and the results of the biological nonitoring.

The bionmonitoring attachnent to the Record of Decision established the testing and anal yses to be conpl et ed
the frequency of data collection, and the general areas which should be nonitored. The above managenent
strategy will be added to the biononitoring attachnent. The testing and sanpling |ocations for the

bi ormoni tori ng program and decision criteria will be include in the Draft Renedi al Design docunent.



ATTACHMVENT B
Bl OMONI TORI NG PROGRAM QUTLI NE

Attachment B.
Bi ormoni toring Program Qutline
Operable Unit 1, NAS Cecil Field

The biononitoring program included as risk-reduction alternative RR-1, is presented in the Feasibility Study
(FS) for NAS Cecil Field QU1 and is part of the Admnistrative Record for QU 1. Slight nodification of the
program proposed in the FS, however, has been included in the followi g programoutline, as suggested during
the February 1995 Proposed Plan neetin with the Navy, USEPA, and the FDEP. The nodifications are sunmarized
bel ow.

Data collection will be quarterly for the first year and then annually for the remaining
4 years until the 5-year review The FS proposed five annual sanpling events.

Anal ytical testing to acconmpany the biological testing will include target conpound |i st
vol atiles, semvolatiles, pesticides, and polychlorinated biphenyls and target anal yte
list (TAL) netals and cyanide. The FS proposed testing for TAL only.

Testing of the drainage structure and Site 2 tributary to identify the bacteria present
and their role in the devel opment of the orange flocculent will be conpleted.

Testing of sedinments for toxicity to two organi sns, Hyallela azteca (an anphi pod) and
Chirononous tentans (insect larvae), will be conpleted. The FS proposed sedi nment
toxicity testing with Hyallela azteca and Ceri odaphni a dubia (water flea). The benthic
maci nvertebrate sanpling nmodified.

Suggestions were made concerni ng nodification of the sanpling | ocations proposed in the
FS. The selection of sanpling |locations will be finalized during renedial design for QU
1.

The obj ectives governing the selection of sanpling |ocations, are presented bel ow

1 Monitor all inputs to the Site 2 tributary. |Inputs include the spring, the drainage
structure, and the Site 2 tributary upstream (west) of the drainage structure.

Monitor the Site 2 tributary and the |ower wetland (located in the tributary adjacent to
Rowel | Creek).

Moni tor Rowel | Creek upstreamof its confluence with the Site 2 tributary, adjacent to
the tributary, and downstream of the tributary.



The inclusion of a managenment decision strategy into this ROD was suggested during agency revi ew of the
Proposed Plan (Attachment A). The managenent decision strategy objective is to prevent the inpairnment of
Rowel | Creek. To acconplish this objective, specific activities are outlined bel ow

finalize the Renmedi al Design, including predefined decision criteria which would be used
during the 5-year nmonitoring period as well as during the evaluation at the end of the
peri od,

conpl ete the biononitoring program

conplete a critical review of the data generated elative to the pre-defined decision
criteria,

if decision criteria are not exceeded, either continue or discontinue biononitoring
program based on the findings of th 5-year review, or

if decision criteria are exceeded and addi tional renedial neasures are needed, eval uate
alternatives RR-2, RR-3 and other technol ogies (as appropriate), then select and
i npl enent an appropriate remedy.



